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This responds to the new positions taken by the Examiner in the Examiner's Answer. 

The Examiner's Answer now claims that "Helms teaches all of claim 1 ." This is a 
dramatic change of position from the position taken in the final rejection. There the Examiner 
admitted, on page 2, that "Helms does not disclose an imager with a plurality of sensors that are 
used to accumulate energy, derive an integration time based on the accumulated energy, and to 
determine the indicator based on that time." Of course, this is essentially the entire claim. 

In the final rejection the Examiner simply contended that it would be known that the 
circuit of Helms could provide these functions. But, of course, nothing could be further from the 
truth. Not only does Helms fail to teach these limitations, but as now admitted by the Examiner 
Hosoi also does not teach them. Still lacking is any attempt to even point to a rationale to 
combine the two disparate references. Plainly, a prima facie rejection is not made out. 



Date of Deposit: February 26. 2003 



I hereby certify under 37 CFR 1.8(a) that this correspondence is 
being deposited with the United States Postal Service as first class 
mail witt^sJffident postage on the date indicated above and is 
addressed to/the Commissioner for Patents Washington DC 20231,, 



addressed to/the Commissioner for Patents Washington DC20231.. 

Cynthia jyHayden ( / 




With respect to claim 8, the Examiner contends that the Applicant's arguments in its brief 
are not supported by the claim. Claim 8 calls for a driver coupled to the receiver wherein the 
driver receives the indicator and, based on the indicator, automatically sends a signal to control 
the brightness of the display. Helms does not teach a driver and the opening brief explains the 
advantages of using a driver. A calibration operation during manufacture can develop the data to 
build a look-up table, correlating detected light levels with display brightness levels and this may 
be incorporated in the driver itself. Having a driver leverages the display factory's calibration 
step that also comprehends co-calibration of the light sensing circuit. 

The Examiner simply fails to address the deficiency in Helms and never addresses the 
assertion that Helms fails to teach the claimed driver. 

With respect to claim 21, the Examiner continues his position that an analog film device 
comprehends an imager. It is respectfully suggested that this argument makes no sense 
whatsoever. 

Similarly, with respect to claim 22, the Examiner never attempts to in any way show that 
the cited reference teaches a driver. 

For these reasons, the rejection should be reversed. 
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